REMARKS 

Claims 1-4, 7-8, 13-16, 19-20, 25-28, and 41-44 are pending in the application. Claims 1, 
13, 25, and 41 are independent. Claims 1,4, 13, 16, 25, 28, and 41 have been amended. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 102 

In the April 21, 2006 office action, claims 1-4 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,366,154 to Pulvirenti (hereinafter "Pulvirenti"). 
Applicants respectfully submit that these claims are not anticipated by the cited reference as 
amended for at least the following reasons. 

Amended claim 1 recites the following: 

A voltage control circuit comprising: a bandgap device to produce a reference 
voltage based on a specified maximum power level; . . . and a decision device to receive 
the reference voltage from the bandgap device and to receive the voltage signal form the 
power source, the decision device to determine whether the voltage signal received from 
the power source corresponds to the specified maximum power level. 

The bandgap device produces a reference voltage based on a specified predetermined 
maximum power level. The specified maximum power level corresponds to the maximum 
power supply level determined to guarantee acceptably reliable operation of the device the 
voltage control circuit is passing power to (e.g. a processor). 

Pulvirenti fails to disclose or suggest decisions being made based on a "specified 
maximum power level. " The system disclosed in Pulvirenti iteratively updates its bandgap 
reference and is therefore making decisions and comparisons based on a variable reference rather 
than a specified maximum one. See Column 4, lines 63-65 ("The clock signal is thus generated 
by reiterate crossings of the threshold of the first comparator COMP1."). See also, Column 4, 
lines 51-54; Column 5, lines 21-25; Figure 2. Furthermore, Pulvirenti does not disclose a 
maximum voltage reference, but rather a minimum. Pulvirenti states: "the present invention ... is 
enabled by biasing the output pin ... to outside its operating range, above a threshold voltage 
which is set by a comparator [the reference voltage coming from the bandgap device which is 
therefore the minimum value needed]," (emphasis added) Column 4, lines 8-11. See generally, 
Column 4, lines 11-22 ("an internal voltage reference 5, e.g. a bandgap reference"). As 
Applicants understand the reference, Pulvirenti fails to disclose a decision device making a 
decision based on a specified maximum power level produced by a bandgap device. Therefore, 



42P14101C 

Serial No. 10/680,498 



-8- 



Examiner: Luu, An T. 
Art Unit: 2816 



the reference fails to disclose or suggest at least one element of the claimed invention, and so 
fails to anticipate the invention as recited in claim 1. 

Claims 2-4 depend from independent claim 1 and are therefore not anticipated by the 
reference for at least the same reasons as set forth with respect to the independent claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. $ 103 

Claims 7-8 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 7-8 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pulvirenti. Claims 7-8 properly depend from claim 1, which Applicants 
respectfully submit is patentable. As per MPEPE § 2143.03, Applicants assert that claims 7-8 are 
therefore patentable for at least the same reasons that claim 1 is patentable. 

Claims 13-16, 19-20, and 25-28 

Claims 13-16, 19-20, and 25-28 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 6,127,880 to Hoist et al. (Hereinafter "Hoist") in view of Pulvirenti. To establish 
a prima facie case of obviousness, an Examiner must show three things: (1) that there is some 
suggestion or motivation to modify a reference or combine reference teachings to arrive at the 
claimed invention, (2) that there must be a reasonable expectation of success, and (3) that the 
references teach or suggest each and every element of the claimed invention. (MPEP § 2143). 
Applicants respectfully submit that these claims are not rendered obvious by the cited references 
for at least the following reasons. 

Amended independent claim 13 recites the following: 

An apparatus comprising: ... a power control circuit to control power applied to 
the at least one oscillator, the power control circuit including: a bandgap device to 
produce a reference voltage based on a specified maximum power level; and a decision 
device to receive the reference voltage from the bandgap device and to receive a voltage 
signal from a power source external to the apparatus, the decision device to determine 
whether the voltage signal received from the power source corresponds to the specified 
maximum power level 

Amended independent claims 25 and 41 recites similar limitations directed to a "device to 
determine whether the signal received from the power source corresponds to the specified 
maximum power lever "to provide acceptable reliability of the processor core." 

As stated above, as Applicants understand the reference, Pulvirenti fails to disclose a 
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decision device making a decision based on a specified maximum power level produced by a 
bandgap device. Therefore, the reference fails to disclose or suggest at least one element of the 
claimed invention, and so fails to render the invention obvious as recited in claims 13, 25, and 
41 . Applicants agree with the Examiner that "Hoist does not disclose the power control circuit" 
as required by the independent claims of the present invention. Hoist "relates to active filter 
circuits for effectively removing noise from a power supply." Column 1, lines 10-12. Hoist is 
concerned with removing "VCO noise that would otherwise create jitter that reduces the effective 
clock cycle of the microprocessor," via a series of resistive and capacitive elements. Column 2, 
lines 6-18. As Applicants have understood the reference, Hoist also fails to disclose the same 
element of the present invention as Pulvirenti, namely, a decision device making a decision based 
on a specified maximum power level produced by a bandgap device. Whether or not the 
combination of Hoist and Pulvirenti is appropriate, the continuation still fails to disclose at least 
one element of the claimed invention, and so fails to render it obvious. 

Dependent claims 14-16, 19-20, 26-28, and 42-44 depend from independent claims 13, 
25, and 41. As per MPEP § 2143.03 they are therefore not rendered obvious by the cited 
references, either individually or in combination, for at least the same reasons as set forth with 
respect to the independent claims. 
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CONCLUSION 



For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants submit that the rejections of the claims have 
been overcome herein, placing all pending claims in condition for allowance. Such action is 
earnestly solicited. The Examiner is respectfully request to contact the undersigned by telephone 
if such contact would further the examination of the above-referenced application. 

Please charge any shortages and credit any overcharges to our Deposit Account number 



02-2666. 




Respectfully suhml 
BLAKELY, SOK/Q 



Greg D. Caldwell 
Reg. No.: 39,926 




AYLOR & ZAFMAN 



12400 Wilshire Blvd. 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 
Telephone: (503) 439-8778 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the United States Postal 
Service as first class mail on the below date with sufficient postage in an envelope addressed 
to: Mail Stop Amendment, Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450 Alexandria, VA 
22313-1450 
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